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In the Matter of

To: The Commission

CONSOliDATED
SUPPLEMENT TO PETITIONS FOR RECONSIDERATION

Small Business in Telecommunications (SBT) has previously submitted petitions for

reconsideration to the Commission's Memorandum Opinion and Order and Second Report and

Order ("the Orders ll
) released July 10, 1997. Within its Petitions, SBT set forth those issues

which it believes the Commission should resolve regarding its efforts to auction the 800 MHz

radio spectrum and those issues shall not be reiterated herein. Over the past week, SBT has

been made to recognize that the Commission failed to receive necessary approval of its

definitions of "small business II as same apply to the rules proposed, including the auction rules

created in accord with the Commission's Orders. 1 In accord with 15 U.S.C. §632, the agency

1 SBT's information comes to it from federal agency sources which are deemed reliable for
the purposes of bringing this issue before the Commission. Since the failure of the Commission
is in not performing an act, SBT is unable to demonstrate at this time the II negative II action of
the Commission, i.e. that it did not do something which it was required to do.

1



---""","""""""",,,,,,',

must have submitted for approval its definitions for analysis and approval by the Administrator

of the United States Small Business Administration prior to the issuance (or effectiveness) of the

Orders. The Commission's failure to obtain the necessary approval renders its Orders a nullity

due to the agency's failure to obtain all necessary authority to act.

The applicable statutory language is found at 15 U.S.C. §632 (a)(2)(C) which states:

Requirements. Unless specifically authorized by statute, no Federal department
or agency may prescribe a size standard for categorizing a business concern as
a small business concern, unless such proposed size standard -- (iii) is approved
by the Administrator.

There can be no doubt that the Commission prescribed a size standard within its Orders which

was not approved by the SBA Administrator.

At this writing, SBT has requested, but not received, notification that such approval has

been obtained or that the Commission might obtain such approval prior to its auction date of

October 28, 1997. What is clear, however, is that such approval would not be effective in

reviving the Commission's Orders since the SBA Administrator is not empowered to approve

size standardization issues following the issuance of an agency's order. The applicable statutory

language states that an agency prescription must be approved as a "proposed" standard.

Accordingly, the issuance of the Orders created, at best, a proposed size standard subject to SBA

approval. That the size standard must be deemed proposed in accord with 15 U.S.C. §632, and

not final, would toll the effectiveness of the Commission's Orders, including all auction rules

created thereby, until such required approval is properly obtained. No other interpretation is

possible if the SBA's jurisdiction is to be respected for the purposes described within the statute.

Therefore, the Commission's Orders are not ftnal in accord with law and must be set aside to
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move the agency in compliance with 15 U.S.C. §632, or be republished to set forth a new,

legally supportable effective date.

The effect of the Commission's failure to obtain the necessary approval is that its Orders

must be deemed to be ultra vires acts or, in the alternative, the Commission erred in the creation

of the effective date of the Orders. Title 15 is quite clear in that the agency must obtain such

approval prior to the issuance of the agency's orders and nothing under Title 15 allows the

Commission to seek or the SBA Administrator to provide such approval only following the

issuance of an order with an immediate effective date. In effect, therefore, the SBA

Administrator is not empowered to provide to the Commission or any other agency a remedy

for an agency's failure to comply with the clear language of 15 U.S.C. §632.

It is vitally important that the Commission's auctions not be subject to scrutiny by courts

which might seek to overturn the outcome of such auctions because the agency failed to provide

to small business the legal assurances required under law. A small business participant should

not be lured into acting under the Commission's directions, depending on those benefits provided

within the Orders, only to discover that its use of bidding credits might be challenged within

subsequent litigation by an unsuccessful challenger. By failing to obtain prior approval, the

Commission has created this unnecessary risk and has called into question the finality and

effectiveness of its rules.
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To provide necessary compliance with Title 15 and associated regulation under 13 C.F.R.

§121, to protect the small business participants within the Commission's auction, the

Commission is left with no choice but to set aside its earlier Orders until such time as prior

approval is received by the Small Business Administration, then reissue its Orders in accord with

law. To do otherwise would be to state to the American public and the persons regulated by the

Commission that the agency has discretion to violate statutory direction. How then, would the

agency ever be able honestly to demand respect for the Commission's jurisdiction from other

agency's or compliance with its own rules from its regulatees?

SBT respectfully requests that the Commission reconsider its Orders in accord with the

foregoing, obtain necessary prior approval from the Small Business Administration, provide

necessary time prior to the scheduling of its auction in accord with 47 U.S.C. §309(j)(3(E), and

take such other action that is necessary to cause its decisions and Orders to be rendered in

accord with applicable statutory law.

Respectfully submitted,

By__""""' ~~-=-------'IIIC:-"L_-

Dated: October 24, 1997

Its General Counsel
Brown and Schwaninger
1835 K Street, N.W.
Suite 650
Washington, D.C. 20006
202/223-8837
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I, hereby certify that on this 24th day of October, 1997, I served a copy of this
Consolidated Supplement to Petitions for Reconsideration via first-class mail, postage prepaid
to the following:

Mr. Alan Shark
Ms. Jill Lyon
American Mobile Telecommunication Association, Inc.
1150 - 18th Street, N.W., Ste. 250
Washington, D.C. 20036

Robert S. Foosaner
Vice President and Chief Regulatory Officer
Nextel Communications, Inc.
1450 G Street, N.W., Ste. 425
Washington, D.C. 20005

Allen Tilles
David Weisman
Meyer Faller Weisaman & Rosenberg
4400 Jennifer Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20015

Mark Golden
Personal Communications Industry Association
500 Montgomery Street, Ste. 700
Alexandria, Virginia 22314

Mark Crosby
John M. R. Kneur
Industrial Telecommunications Association, Inc.
1110 North Glebe Road, Ste. 500
Arlington, Virginia 22201

Shirley Fujimoto
Daniel Ball
McDermott, Will & Emery
1850 K Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20006



John A. Prendergast
D. Cary Mitchell
Blosston, Mordkofsky, Jackson & Dickens
2120 L Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20037

Duncan C. Kennedy III
Genessee Business Radio Systems, Inc.
992 Carter Street
Rochester, NY 14621

Ms. Ada Alvarez
Administrator, U.S. Small Business Administration
409 3rd Street, SW
Washington, DC 20416

and via hand delivery to the following:

Mr. David Phythyon
Chief, Wireless Telecommunications Bureau
Federal Communications Commission
2025 M Street, Room 5002
Washington, DC

Mr. William E. Kennard
General Counsel
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, Room 614
Washington, DC

Reed E. Hundt
Chairman, Federal Communications Commisssion
1919 M Street, Room 814
Washington, DC

James H. Quello
Commissioner, Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, Room 802
Washington, DC

Rachelle B. Chong
Commissioner, Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, Room 842
Washington, DC
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Susan Ness
Commissioner, Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, Room 832
Washington, DC
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